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A lemma stated in our earlier paper has been corrected without affecting the major content 
of that paper. An independent proof for the succeeding lemma in that paper has also been 
produced. It is to be noted that given a graph G, the antipodal graph A(G) is uniquely defined, 
but given A(G), there exist more than one graph H such that A(H) = A(G). 
In [1] Lemma 3 states that A(G) is of diameter 2 if and only if both G and t~ 
are of diameter 2 or G is disconnected but not totally disconnected. Consider the 
graph G in Fig. 1. G is of diameter 3. Its antipolal graph A(G) is seen to be of 
diameter 2. Hence if A(G) is of diameter 2, then G can be of diameter 3. In view 
of this, Lemma 3 should be modified as given below. 
Corrected Lemma 3. I f  both G and CJ are of diameter 2 or G is disconnected but 
not totally disconnected, then A(G) is of diameter 2 and conversely if A(G) is of 
diameter 2, then either G is disconnected but not totally disconnected or we can find 
a graph (7,1 such that both Gx and CJ1 are of diameter 2 and A(GO = A(G). 
To prove the converse part we need the following observation. 
Observation 1. Let G be a connected graph of diameter > 2. Then A(G)= 
A(Gr-1), where G r-1 is the graph on the same vertices as G and two vertices are 
adjacent if the distance between them in G is at most r - 1. 
Proof. Let u and v be any two vertices in G. Then 
d6,-,(u, v) = 2 if dG(u, v) = r 
and 
da,-l(u, v )= 1 if dG(u, v )< r. 
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Fig. 1 
Here G "-1 is of diameter 2 and the antipodal vertices in G are also antipodal in 
G r-~. Thus A(G)=A(Gr-1). In the following proof reference is made to 
Propositions 1 and 2 of [1]. 
Proof of the converse part of Lemma 3. Let A(G) be of diameter 2 and let d be 
the diameter of G. By Proposition 1, d~ 1. Let d =2. Then A(G)= G by 
Proposition 2, which implies G is of diameter 2. Let G be connected and d > 2. 
Then by Observation 1, A(G) = A(Ga-1). As A(G) is of diameter 2, A(G d-l) is 
of diameter 2. Now G d-1 is of diameter 2. Hence ~ (=A(Gd-1))  is also of 
diameter 2. Thus both G d-1 and ~ are of diameter 2. Let G be disconnected. 
If G is totally disconnected, then A(G) is complete, a contradiction. Hence either 
G is disconnected but not totally disconnected or there exists a graph G such that 
both G and t~ are of diameter 2. [] 
The lines, "By Lemma 3, either both H and /~ are of diameter 2 or H is 
disconnected but not totally disconnected" of Case (i) in Lemma 4 [1] should read 
as, "By Lemma 3, either there exists a graph H such that both H and/~ are of 
diameter 2 or H is disconnected but not totally disconnected". 
Lemma 4 states that if G is a connected graph of diameter >2, then G is not 
antipodal. This can be proved alternatively and independently of Lemma 3 as 
under. 
Proof of Lemma 4. Let there exist a graph H such that A(H) = G and let d be 
the diameter of H. 
Case (i). Let (~ be a connected graph of diameter >3. Then G is of diameter 2. 
Consider a vertex u • H. Let ui (i = 1, 2 , . . . ,  r) be the antipodes of u and vj 
(j = 1, 2 , . . . ,  p - r - 1) be the vertices uch that dR (u, vj) < d. Since A(H) is of 
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diameter 2, 
dA~i.o(u, vi) = 2 and d4~m(u, ui)= 1. 
In A(H), 
d(u, v i )= l  for every j= l ,  2 , . . . ,p - r -1 .  (1) 
Claim: dA--(ff)(u, ui) - 2. 
If not, let ul be a vertex such that dA-cff)(u, u l )> 2. By using (1), we get 
da--(-ff)(ul, v i) > 1 for every j. 
This implies dA(m(Ux, vi) = 1 for every j. That is 
dH(Ul ,  1I]) "- d for every j. (2) 
Also we know that dH(u, ui) = d. Hence (2) is a contradiction since there exists at 
least one ] such that v i lies on a d-path joining u and ux. Therefore, 
da--~)(u, ui) = 2. 
Consider a vertex u,,, an antipode of u. Let X denote the set of vertices 
adjacent o Ua in A(H).  The distance between ua and any other vertex of G \X  in 
A(H)  is 1. Arguing likewise, the distance between u,, and any vertex of X is 2. 
Since u~ is arbitrary, the distance between ui (i = 1, 2 , . . . ,  r) and its antipodes is 
2. Similarly, the distance between v i (j = 1, 2 , . . . ,  p - r - 1) and its antipodes is 
2. Hencer A(H) is of diameter 2. That is G is of diameter 2, a contradiction. 
Case (ii). Let t~ be of diameter 3. If G is of diameter 2, then the proof follows as 
in Case (i). If G is of diameter 3, then by Lemma 2 [1] G is not antipodal. 
Hence the Lemma. [] 
The lines "Let (N/) = {vi • H [ dH(U, vi) = i), where i = 1, 2 , . . .  , d" in the 
proof of Lemma 2 should be changed as: "Let {Ni} = {v i • H ] dH(U, v i) = i} for 
i = 1, 2 , . . . ,  d, where d is the diameter of H and ] = 1, 2 , . . . ,  p = [V(H)I". 
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